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Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a), In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 



- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 

- Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .7D4(b). 

Status 

1)13 Responsive to comnnunication(s) filed on 7 June 2004 . 
2a)n This action is FINAL. 2b)|3 This action is non-final. 

3) 0 Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex pa/te Quay/e, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
Disposition of Claims 

4) 13 Claim(s) 7-40 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) n Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) 13 Claim(s) 1:40 is/are rejected. 
?)□ Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) n Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) 0 The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) 13 The drawing(s) filed on 01 October 1999 is/are: a)D accepted or b)[3 objected to by the Examiner 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

11) 0 The proposed drawing correction filed on is: a)D approved b)n disapproved by the Examiner. 

If approved, corrected drawings are required in reply to this Office action. 

12) n The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. 
Priority under 35 U.S.C. §§ 119 and 120 

13) 0 Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 

a)nAII b)n Some*c)n None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. n Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (POT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 

14) n Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(e) (to a provisional application). 

a) □ The translation of the foreign language provisional application has been received. 

15) 0 Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. §§ 120 and/or 121. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

L Applicant's amendment of claims 1, 12, 16, 25 has been fiilly considered and is 
entered. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 7 June 2004 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. Applicant's arguments that the Ananda reference does not disclose 
distributing computer software from a first computer to a second computer system is not 
persuasive because Ananda discloses that the user selects application software from a 
rental database and in response to an appropriate user command the multiuser controller 
transfers the selected apphcation software from the rental application database using the 
file transfer module to the remote user system (Col. 8, lines 54-67 & Fig. 2). 

3. Applicant's argument that the Ananda reference does not disclose a first computer 
processing the decrypted response to determine whether the second computer system is 
authorized to access the software is not persuasive because The user sends an encrypted 
response to the central server (Col. 12, lines 15-34), which meets the limitation of 
receiving an encrypted response from the second computer system. The central server 
receives the encrypted message and decrypts it. The central server then compares the 
message using a password correlation algorithm against the stored information regarding 
the user processor clock time (random component, time stamp), the user identification 
password, and the authorization verification password (Col. 12, lines 36-46). Once 
authorized the user is able to receive the application software (Col. 12, lines 47-53). 
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4. Applicant's argument that the Ananda reference does not disclose determining 
whether the second computer system is authorized to access the software if the decrypted 
response includes the generated message is not persuasive because Ananda discloses the 
central server receives the encrypted message and decrypts it. The central server then 
compares the message using a password coiTelation algorithm against the stored 
information regarding the user processor clock time (random component, time stamp), 
the user identification password, and the authorization verification password (Cof 12, 
lines 36-46). 

5. In response to appHcant's arguments against the references individually, one 
cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections 
are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 
(CCPA 1981); In re Merck <& Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir 1986). 

6. Applicant's argument that the Ananda reference does not disclose determining 
whether there is a code made available by the second computer system capable of 
decrypting the received encrypted response and decrypting the encrypted response with 
the detemiined code if there is one determined code has been fully considered and is 
persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further 
consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of Ananda, in view of 
Takahashi, U.S. Patent No. 6,195,432. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
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the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentabihty shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

8. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co,, 383 U.S. 1, 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

9. Claims 1-4, 7-30, 33-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Ananda, U.S. Patent No. 5,495,41 1, in view of Takahashi, U.S. Patent No. 
6,195,432. Referring to claims 1-4, 8, 12, 13, 15-19, 21, 25, 27-30, 34, 38, 39, Ananda 
discloses a secure software rental system wherein a user requests software from a central 
server. The central server then generates an encrypted message and sends it to the user 
(Col. 11, lines 45-60), which meets the limitation of generating an encrypted message and 
transmitting it. The user receives and decrypts the message and sends and encrypted 
response to the central server (Col. 12, lines 15-34), which meets the limitation of 
receiving an encrypted response fi'om the second computer system. The central server 
receives the encrypted message and decrypts it. The central server then compares the 
message using a password correlation algorithm against the stored information regarding 
the user processor clock time (random component, time stamp), the user identification 
password, and the authorization verification password (Col 12, lines 36-46), which meets 
the limitation of determining whether there is a code make available by the second 
computer system capable of encrypted the received encrypted response, decrypting the 
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encrypted response with the determined code if there is one determined code, and 
processing the decrypted response to determine whether the second computer system is 
authorized to access the software. Once authorized the user is able to receive the 
appHcation software (Col. 12, hnes 47-53), which meets the limitation of permitting the 
second computer system access to the software after determining that the second 
computer system is authorized to access the software. Ananda does not disclose that the 
key used for decryption is made available by the second computer. Takahashi discloses a 
software distribution system wherein a shared key is generated at a user computer and is 
transmitted to the software store (Col. 2, lines 10-25) at registration time (Col. 5, lines 
32-36). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made for the registration process of Ananda to include the delivery of a 
cryptographic key to the software server in order to establish encrypted communication 
between the server and the user as taught in Takahashi (Col. 2, line 12). 

RefeiTing to claims 9, 14, 22, 26, 35, Takahashi discloses the use of public key 
cryptogi'aphy in the method for transfer of payment information between the software 
store and the user (Col. 2, lines 4-67). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made for the softwai*e rental system of Ananda to 
use public key encryption during the transfer of payment information in order to enable 
electronic purchase of software without a danger of having a credit card number stolen as 
taught in Takahashi (Col. 3, lines 21-24). 

RefeiTing to claims 10, 1 1, 23, 24, 36, 37, 40, Ananda discloses that the response 
contains the user processor clock (configuration data) (Col. 12, hnes 20-25). 
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Referring to claims 7, 20, 33, Takahashi discloses a method for installation of the 
received software offered through the network (Col. 4, lines 32-35), which meets the 
limitation of automatically causing the installation of the computer software on the 
second computer system when the computer software is transmitted to the second 
computer system. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
automatically install the transmitted software in Ananda in order to assist users who are 
not accustomed to handle a personal computer as taught in Takahashi (Col. 3, lines 57- 
64). 

10. Claims 5, 6, 31, 32 are rejected under 35 U.S,C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ananda, U.S. Patent No. 5,495,41 1, in view of Takahashi, U.S. Patent No. 6,195,432 as 
appHed to claims 1, 4, 27, 30 above, and further in view of Komura, U.S. Patent No. 
5,994,307. Referring to claims 5, 6, 31, 32, Ananda discloses a secure software rental 
system wherein a user requests software from a central server. The central server then 
generates an encrypted message and sends it to the user (Col. 11, lines 45-60), which 
meets the limitation of generating an encrypted message and transmitting it. The user 
receives and decrypts the message and sends and encrypted response to the central server 
(Col. 12, lines 15-34), which meets the limitation of receiving an encrypted response 
from the second computer system. The central server receives the encrypted message and 
decrypts it. The central server then compares the message using a password con'elation 
algorithm against the stored information regarding the user processor clock time (random 
component, time stamp), the user identification password, and the authorization 
verification password (Col 12, lines 36-46), which meets the limitation of determining 
whether there is a code make available by the second computer system capable of 
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encrypted the received encrypted response, decrypting the encrypted response with the 
determined code if there is one detennined code, and processing the decrypted response 
to detennine whether the second computer system is authorized to access the software. 
Once authorized the user is able to receive the application softwai'e (Col, 12, lines 47-53), 
which meets the limitation of permitting the second computer system access to the 
software after determining that the second computer system is authorized to access the 
software. Takahashi discloses a software distribution system wherein a shared key is 
generated at a user computer and is transmitted to the software store (Col 2, lines 10-25) 
at registration time (Col. 5, lines 32-36). Ananda does not disclose using time stamps as 
an offset in the transmitted messages. Komura discloses a packet transmission system 
wherein time stamp offset values are attached to data packets (message)(Col. 7, lines 22- 
30). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use time stamp offset values in the system for secure software 
rental for synchronizing purposes taught in Komura (Col. 6, lines 40-67). 

Conclusion 

1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications fi-om the 
examiner should be directed to Benjamin E Lanier whose telephone number is 703-305- 
7684. The examiner can normally be reached on M-ThO 7:30am-5:00pm, F 7:30am-4pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Gilberto Barron can be reached on (703)305-1830. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained fi'om the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EEC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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